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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1.-46 are pending m the application. Claim 45 has been amended. Reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. Applicants submit that the pending claims 1-46 .are patentable over the art of 
record and allowance is respectfully requested of claims 1-46. 

Applicants would like to thank Examiner Pham for holding a telephone interview with their 
representative, Janaki K. Davda, on August 5, 2004, at 2:00 p.m. (EST). Claim 1 and the Winter 
reference were discussed. No agreement was reached. 

In paragraph 2, claim 45 was objected to as depending from claim 4. Claim 45 has been 
amended to overcome the objection and to place the claim in better form. 

In paragraph 4, claims 1-7, 14-20, 27-33, and 40-46 are rejected uiidei^ 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Winter ("Design and Implementation of Derivation Rules in Information 
Systems")^ Applicants respectfully traverse. 

The Office Action cites FIG. 7 and page 236 of the Winter reference as describing receiving at 
least one rule definition, wherein each rule definition indicates a find criteria, a replacement value, and an 
input data column in the input table. During the telephone interview. Examiner Pham indicated that the 
"delete from production_program where p# = :oId p#" is a rule definition and that p# is an input column. 
Applicants traverse. The delete from statement specifies a table (production_program) without 
specifying an input column. The where clause specifies a parameter (p#) rather than an input colimui. 
For example, in FIG- 6 of the Winter reference and on page 235, parameters include A and C, and the 
trigger declaration including the clause "where A ^ :old. C" results in the generated database trigger 
"where p# = :old p#". Thus, the delete rule definition specifies parameters and does not specify an 
input column. 
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Additionally, during the telephone interview. Examine): Pham indicated that NULL is a 
replacement value used for the delete. Applicants traverse. In the Winter reference, in HG. 7, 
references of PRODUCTlON_PROGRAM objects are used to create after delete-ltiggers that 
propagate deletions of PRODUCT and TIME objects (page 236). After delete-triggers propagate the 
deletion of an object by deleting all referencing objects (page 234). The after delete-trigger of FIG. 7 
pixjpagates the deletion of object type D by deleting all referencing B objects (page 236). Because the 
after delete-trigger is meant to delete an object, there is no need to provide a replacement value. 

As for the element of searching, for each rule definition, the input data column for any fields that 
match the find criteria, since a particular input data column is not specified by the rule of FIG. 7, this 
element is not taught or suggested by the Winter reference. 

The Office Action indicates that the Winter reference does not explicitly teach propagating a 
deletion if the rule definition does not specify an output table and wherein subsequent applications of 
additional rule definitions applied to the same input data column operate on replacement values inserted 
in the input data column in previously applied rule definitions. First, Examiner Pham indicates that no 
output table was specified v«th the technique of creating atrigger. Thus, the Winter reference does not 
teach or suggest the subj ect matter of claim 1 . 

Additionally, Examiner Pham indicated during the telephone interview that the create trigger 
statement is a subsequent application of m additional rule definition. Applicants traverse. The claim 
language refers to one rule defmitton (described as the delete statement by Examiner Pham) and 
additional rale definitions. Because the create trigger applies the same delete rule definition, this teaches 
away from applications additional rule definitions. 

The Office Action further states that it would have been obvious to modify the Winter technique 
of propagating deletion by including an output table as a condition and applying trigger as subsequent 
application in order to propagate the deletion. 
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The i™ is well s«led fl«t . rdferencc will not support a rqccticn ba«d upon ob™«>«s 
where 4= p»pos«l modmctfon to to reference eonwvencsAe prinoiple of operaion of the device 

of the reference: 

If the proposed modification or combination of the prior art would change the principle of 
operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In re Ratti . 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 
(CCPA 1959) 

Here, ihc Examiner proposes modifying the operation of the Winter patent to require the after delete- 
trigger to specify an output table, and if the rule definition does not specify an output table, directly 
insert, for each rule definition, the replacement value in the fields in the input data column *at match the 
find Criteria. Because the after delcte-trigger is used for deletions, there is no need to specify an output 
column, and the Examiner's modi fication of the Winter reference changes the principle of operation of 
the Winter reference. 

Additionally, the Examiner proposes modifying the Winter reference so that subsequent 
applications of additional rule definitions applied to the same input data column operate on replacement 
values inserted in the input data column in previously appUed rule definitions. Because objects ai« 
deleted and there are no replacement values inserted, such a modification changes the principle of 

operation of the Winter reference. 

Therefore, the Examiner's proposed modifications are invalid. Thus, claim I is not taught or 
suggested by the Winter referetice. Claims 1 4, 27, and 40 are not taught or suggested by the Winter 
reference for at least the same reasons as were discussed with respect to claim 1 . 

Dependent claims 2-7, 15-20. 28-33, and 41-46 depend firotn independent claims 1, 14, 27. 
and 40 and add additional novel elements. Therefore, claims 2-7, 15-20. 28-33, and 41-46 are not 
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taught or suggests by the Winter reference for at least the same reasons as were discussed with 
respect to claims 1, 14, 27, and 40. 

m paragraph 5, claims 8-13, 21-26, and 34-39 are rejected onder 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Winter fDestgn and Implementation of Derivation Rules in Infonnation Systems") i. 
view of Agrawal et al. (U-S. Patent No. 6.370.522 Bl). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

The Agrawal patent does not overcome the deficiencies of the Winter reference. For example, 
the Agrawal patent does not teach or suggest receiving at least one rule definition, wherein each mle 
defmition indicates a find criteria, a replacement value, and an input data column in the input table; 
searching, for each rule definition, the input data column for any field, that match the find criteria; and, if 
the mlc definition does not specify an output table, directly inserting, for each mle definition, the 
replacement value in the fields in the input data column that match the fmd criteria, wherein subsequent 
applications of additional rule definitions applied to the same input data column operate on replacement 
values inserted in the input data column in previously apphed rule definitions. Therefore, claims 1, 14, 
27, and 40 are not taught or suggested by the Winter reference or the Agrawal patent, either alone or in 
coinbination. 

Dependent claims 8-13, 21 -26, and 34-39 depend fiom independent claims 1, 14, and 27 and 
add additional novel elements. Therefore, claims 8-13, 21-26. and 34-39 are not taught or suggested 
by the Winter reference or the Agrawal patent, either alone or in combination, for at least the same 
reasons as were discussed with respect to claims 1, 14, and 27. 

For example, claims 8. 21. and 34 describe that the find criteria for at least one rule definition 
comprises an upper boxmd and lower bound, wherein searching comprises searching for any fields that 
have values within the upper and lower bounds. The Agrawal patent at Col. 9. lines 35-62 describes 
selectivity fiinctions that are used to compute the selectivity of predicates in a SQL statement. A 
selectivity value is the fraction of rows of a table that satisfies a given predicate and is normally a 
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numerical value betweeti 0 and 1 . Thus, selectivity is associated with satisfyijig a predicate, while the 
claimed upper and lower bound define bounds within which the find criteria are appUed. The Agrawal 
patent at Col. H , Unes 46-66 describes range values that are expressed in terms of start and stop 
bcimding values. 

Claims 9, 22, and 35 depend from claims 8, 21, and 34, respectively. Claims 9, 22, and 35 
further describe that the step of searching the input data column comprises applying each of the multiple 
fmd criteria to one field until one of: (i) a match occurs and (ii) none of the multiple find criteria are 
found to match the field content, and wherein inserting the replacement value comprises inserting the 
replacement value corresponding to one find criteria that matched the field content. The Office Action 
cites FIG. 7 as teaching this subject matter. However, because FIG. 7 describes deleting objects and 
does not mention inserting replacement values, FIG. 7 cannot teach or suggest the subject matter of 
claims 9, 22, and 35. Claims 9, 22, and 35 are not taught or suggested by the Winter reference or the 
Agrawal patent, either alone or in combination. 

Claims 10, 23, and 36 depend from claims 8, 21, and 34, respectively. Claims. 10, 23, and 36 
fiirther describe that searehing comprises searching for any fields that have values outside of one of the 
upper atid lower bounds. The Agrawal patent at Col. 9, lines 35-62 is cited as teaching this subject 
matter. However, the cited portion of the Agrawal patent does not mention searching either within 
bounds or outside bounds. The Agrawal patent at Col. 11. lines 46-66 describes range values that are 
expressed in terms of start and stop bounding values. However, there is no mention of searching any 
fields that have values outside of the upper or lower bounds. Therefore, claims 10, 23, and 36 are not 
Uught or suggested by the Winter reference or the Agrawal patent, cither alone or in combination. 

Claims 1 1, 24, and 37 describe that the fmd criteria for at least one rule defmition comprises an 
upper bound and lower bound and wherein the replacement value is an upper replacement value and 
further comprising a lower replacement value, wherein searching conrprises searching for any fields that 
have values within the upper and lower bounds and wherein inserting comprises inserting the upper 
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replacement value if the field has a value greater than the upper bound and inserting the lower 
replacement value if the field has a value less than the lower bound. The Agrawal patent at Col. 9. lines 
35-62 is cited as teaching this subject matter. However, the cited portion of the Agrawal patent does 
not mention searching either within bounds or outside bounds. The Agrawal patent at Col. 1 1, lines 
46-66 describes range values that are expressed in terms of start and stop bounding values. However, 
the Agrawal patent does not describe upper replacement values and lower replacement values. 
Therefore, claims 11, 24. and 37 are not taught or suggested by the Winter reference or the Agrawal 
patent, cither alone or in combination. 

Claims 12, 25, and 38 describe that the at least one rule definition includes find criteria having 
upper and lower bounds includes multiple fmd criteria and a corresponding upper and lower 
replacement value for each find criteria, wherein the step of searching the input data column comprises 
applying each of the multiple find cri teria to one field untU one of: (i) a match occurs and (ii) none of the 
multiple find criteria are found to match the field content, and wherein inserting the replacement value 
comprises inserting the replacement value corresponding to one find criteria that matched the field 
content. The Office Action cites FIG. 7 as teaching this subject matter. However, because FIG. 7 
describes deleting objects and does not mention inserting replacement values, HG. 7 cannot teach or 
suggest the subject matter of claims 12, 25. and 38. Claims 12, 25, and 38 are not taught or suggested 
by the Winter reference or the Agrawal patent, either alone or in combination. 

Claims 1 3, 26, and 39 describe that the rule definitions include a row clean flag, and wherein at 
least one rule definition has the row clean flag set, fiirther comprising removing any row including a field 
matching the search criteria fi-om the input table when the row clean flag is set The Office Action cites 
the Agrawal patent at Col. 1 1, hnes 46-66 as teaching this subject matter. The Agrawal patent at Col. 
1 1 , lines 46-66 describes range values that are expressed in terms of start and stop bounding values 
and include flags that indicate if the hounding values are included or excluded fonm the range. This does 
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W13 26 and 39 are not taught OX suggested by the Winter 
not teach or suggest arow clean flag. Claims 13, 26, 39 
„or the Agrawal parent, either alone or incomb.a.0^^^^^^ 

claims 8-13. 21-26, and 34-39 are not taught or suggestcdby 

the Agrawal patent, either alone or in combination. 

rrmclusion 

For all 0.= above rea«>na. Apph««t subm ^^^^^ 
a>=«of«=ord. Applicant haveno.add=danyola,ms. Ncnc*e,ess., 

,«i»iied,pl«sech««eD.positAccountNo.09-0460. 3 jf.^, Examner 

The a«omcy of-ord invte .h. E^ammc, » co.«ct h=r at (310) 
beUeves^hcortac. would advance ft. prosecute ottocasc. 
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